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ANALYSIS 



LEST WE FORGET 

■ Who killed Martin Luther King? 
And why? 

Well, who stood to profit? 

You will recall that King first 
came to notice in 1955, as head of the 
Montgomery Bus Boycott launched 
by Mrs. Rosa Parks. Mrs. Parks was 
a student at the Highlander Folk 
School, which was organized with 
the help of Don West, then district 
director of the Communist Party of 
North Carolina, and which was of 
course a Communist training school 
— cited as such by several govern- 
ment agencies. And King ran the 
boycott as head of the Montgomery 
Improvement Association, which had 
been formed by the Rev. Fred Shut- 
tlesworth, who is a former convict, 
says the Joint Legislative Committee 
on Un-American Activities of the 
State of Louisiana, and "has been 
affiliated with several communist- 
front organizations.” 

Another former convict is Bayard 
Rustin, who in 1953 was arrested by 
the Pasadena Police Department for 
homosexual activities. The AUen- 
Scott Report for August 16, 1963, 
reports that in 1936, as a college stu- 
dent, Rustin joined the Young Com- 
munist League, “and was active in 
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its operations on the campus and 
elsewhere”; and that in World War 
II, he was arrested for making 
speeches opposing our war against 
Hitler, and served twenty-six months 
in federal prison. 

And in 1955 he became Dr. King’s 
“secretary.” 

In March, 1957, at a meeting in 
Atlanta, they formed the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference. 
The meeting probably couldn’t have 
been called in February, because Mr. 
Rustin, Dr. King’s secretary, was 
then attending the sixteenth national 
convention of the Communist Party. 

The president of SCLC was of 
course the Rev. Dr. King. The vice- 
president of SCLC was the Rev. 
Fred Shuttles worth. And Shuttlcs- 
worth later also became the new 
president of the Southern Conference 
Educational Fund — which has been 
described by three government agen- 
cies as a department of the Marxist 
Conspiracy. It was organized by 
Communists, is run by Communists 
and is the most important Commu- 
nist organization in the South. 

Mr. Carl Braden has served as field 
director and has been named under 
oath as a Communist Party member. 
His wife Anne, an SCEF official, 
has also been named under oath as 
a Communist. 

Mr. Braden is a former convict, 
of course. You have to be to get any- 
where in the Movement. While in 
Louisville, he was convicted of a 
felony — a little matter involving 
some dynamite. 
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Mr. Aubrey Williams was SCEF 
president until 1963. In April, 1954, 
he was named under oath as a Com- 
munist. It was Williams, a Commu- 
nist, whom Shuttlesworth — King’s 
vice president — replaced as president 
of SCEF, a Communist organization. 

And there was James A. Dom- 
browski, executive director of SCEF, 
who has also been named under oath 
as a Communist Party member. 

On October 7, 1958, Dr. King 
wrote a letter to Anne Braden, in 
which he urged her and her husband 
Carl — both already well known as 
Communists — to become permanent- 
ly associated with his SCLC. 

And on August 16, 1969, King 
wrote the following letter to Com- 
munist Dombrowski: “Dear Jim, 
This is just a note to acknowledge 
receipt of your letters of recent date. 
We, too, were more than happy to 
have you in our home, the fellowship 
was very rewarding. I will expect to 
hear from you when Bishop Love 
returns to the country. At that time 
we can set the date for an Atlanta 
meeting. Very sincerely yours, Mar- 
tin.” 

In fact, King actually filed an af- 
fidavit in federal court in New Or- 
leans, strongly supporting Dombrow- 
ski and SCEF — and refused to repu- 
diate the affidavit even after being 
shown proof that he was actually a 
Communist. 

Indeed, a photograph exists which 
shows Martin Luther King along 
with Anne Braden, Carl Braden and 
James Dombrowski (the last three 



all identified Reds), the back of 
which reads as follows in Dombrow- 
ski’s handwriting: “The 6th Annual 
Conference of the Southern Chris- 
tian Leadership Conference, Bir- 
mingham, Alabama, September 25 
to 28, 1962.” 

And there is a check, issued by the 
Southern Conference Educational 
Fund, signed by James A. Dom- 
browski, and dated March 7, 1963, 
to the order of Martin Luther King, 
in the amount of $167.74, with a no- 
tation on it: “New York expenses” 
— and Dr. King’s endorsement on 
the back. 

The Louisiana Committee on Un- 
American Activities concludes that 
the Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference— founded by Dr. King 
— is “substantially under the control 
of the Communist Party through the 
influence of the Southern Conference 
Educational Fund and the Commu- 
nists who manage it.” 

There is also the fact that on the 
Labor Day weekend of the year 1957, 
in a speech at the Communist High- 
lander Folk School, King called 
Communist Aubrey Williams “one 
of the noble personalities of our 
times,” and had his picture taken 
with Abner W\ Berry, of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party. 

And there is Hunter Pitts O’Dell, 
who was exposed in 1956 as a south- 
ern district organizer for the Com- 
munist Party, in 1962 as a member 
of the National Committee of the 
Communist Party— and as late as the 
summer of 1963, was still employed 
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by Dr. King to help run the SCLC. 

In fact, we read in the Boston 
Globe of April 15, 1964: “Official 
warnings have again been given to 
King about another, even more im- 
portant associate who is known to be 
a key figure in the covert apparatus 
of the Communist Party. After the 
warnings, King broke off his open 
connection with this man, but a sec- 
ond-hand connection none the less 
continues. . . 

And last September, the national- 
ly syndicated Allen-Scott Report re- 
vealed that "the FBI has unimpeach- 
able evidence, including photo- 
graphs, showing that King is now 
listening to a man who . . . has been 
one of the Communist party’s big- 
gest money raisers in this country.” 
He it was apparently who wrote 
King's statement in April, 1967, at 
the UN, that Congress is “wild with 
racism”; and his statement later in 
the year, at his SCLC convention, 
that the U.S. is the “greatest purvey- 
or of violence in the world today.” 

Dr. King of course was the in- 
ventor of “nonviolence.” What ac- 
tually was “nonviolence?” How did 
it work? Well, in Saturday Review 
for April 3, 1965, he tells us: 

“1. Nonviolent demonstrators go 
into the streets to exercise their con- 
stitutional rights. 

“2. Racists resist by unleashing 
violence against them. 

“3. Americans of conscience in the 
name of decency demand federal in- 
tervention and legislation. 

“4. The Administration, under 



mass pressure, initiates measures of 
immediate intervention and remedial 
legislation.” 

Now remember, this isn’t my idea. 
This is straight from King himself. 
And observe that according to Dr. 
King himself, the violence that 
usually occurred in one of his dem- 
onstrations wasn’t unexpected, wasn’t 
to be avoided, wasn’t something to 
be sorry about. It was exactly what 
he wanted. It was the point to the 
whole Production. 

It was in fact, said Dr. King, the 
only reason for a “non-violent” dem- 
onstration : to generate more pressure 
on the Congress to install more col- 
lectivism. 

"For weeks,” explains Newsweek 
of March 22, 1965, “Martin Luther 
King had been escalating his Selma 
voter-registration campaign toward 
the state he calls ‘creative tension’ — 
die setting for a paroxysm of segre- 
gationist violence that can shock the 
nation to action. . . 

"The Negroes’ rationale in holding 
night marches,” explains the New 
Yor^ Times of February 24, 1964, 
“is to provoke the racist element in 
white communities to show its 
worst." 

So King’s “nonviolence,” to repeat, 
not only wasn’t in any way an at- 
tempt to avoid violence — according 
to King himself, violence was an in- 
escapable, essential, desirable part of 
it. “Nonviolence” meant only that 
King himself did not use the violence 
—he caused it. He provoked it, final- 
ly forcing “racists”— everyone who 
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doesn’t own a pair of sandals and 
doesn’t need a bath — either to lie 
down and die or to retaliate, so that 
King could play the innocent vic- 
tim. “Nonviolence” in short was 
nothing else but a demonstration of 
dialectical materialism, the pseudo- 
science invented by Marx, according 
to which Marxists advance by con- 
trolling both sides of the conflict; by 
advancing a thesis, which provokes 
an antithesis — a reaction by reaction- 
aries — a struggle which produces a 
synthesis, which becomes a new 
thesis, and continues unul the com- 
plete victory of Socialism. 

“In short,” said King in Stride 
Toward Freedom (New York, Har- 
per & Row, 1958, pp. 94-95), “I 
read Marx as I read all of the in- 
fluential historical thinkers — from a 
dialectical point of view, combining 

a partial yea and a partial no The 

Kingdom of God is neither the thesis 
of individual enterprise nor the anti- 
thesis of collective enterprise, but a 
synthesis which reconciles the truths 
of both.” 

So the ironic truth is that King 
contributed to his own murder. For 
in Memphis he was once again ap- 
plying his philosophy of “nonvio- 
lence,” was he not? Once again, he 
was trying to provoke violence ac- 
cording to stage 2 of his tactics. 

And he succeeded. 

And what were the “immediate 
intervention and remedial legislation” 
King was after according to stage 4? 

In the Selma March, for instance, 
in 1965, the violence he provoked 



according to stage 2, followed on 
schedule by the sympathy of stage 3, 
caused the lightning passage of the 
"voting rights” bill, under which the 
federal government grabbed from 
the states power to register voters — 
the point being, of course, that in 
any dictatorship, whether Commu- 
nist or Nazi, all the power must be 
centralized. 

And soon King’s organization will 
launch his “Poor People’s March” on 
Washington. The plan as you know 
envisions the actual interruption of 
Congress unless “poor people” are 
handed about $100 billion — which 
would be used as usual to recruit, 
train, finance and defend the Com- 
munist gangs which are destroying 
our country, through the “war on 
poverty.” For such an amount of 
course you have to put on a good 
show. You need some really bloody 
“nonviolence.” 

And where is it all heading? What 
is the goal? Suppose the “Poor Peo- 
ple’s March” does manage to inter- 
rupt Congress. Suppose in fact that 
so many “poor people” physically 
occupy the government, that the gov- 
ernment is paralyzed and cannot 
function. What would we have? 

What we would have of course is 
the Russian Revolution. We would 
have a coup — the seizure of our gov- 
ernment by “nonviolence”: by force. 

Now imagine once again that you 
are one of the small band of rich, 
educated and not at all oppressed 
conspirators secretly running the 
communization of America. And 
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once again you are looking down 
from your skyscraper in New York. 
Your scheme to create a race war is 
going very well. You are sorry you 
had to wait so long, of course — you 
remember wishing years ago that 
you could immediately indulge your 
great love of killing — but you knew 
that Americans of both colors had to 
be properly prepared. So you began 
with something Americans could be 
sold: “nonviolent integration,” and 
you used a clergyman named King 
to sell it — to capitalize on the fact 
that black Americans have some- 
times been die victims of injustice — 
and to sell it so as deliberately to 
create the bitterness you need. 

But now it’s 1968, and your scheme 
is going very well. There’s lots of 
beautiful killing and blood. “Watts 
was glorious,” you said, if you hap- 
pen to be Herbert Aptheker. Now 
you no longer need to bother with 
such nonsense as “integration.” Yet 
at the same time, you have serious 
problems. Your use of King is being 
more and more exposed. His use of 
violence is becoming understood. 
Everybody says he is becoming un- 
popular. In fact, he is turning from 
an asset into a liability. “Reaction- 
aries” are preventing the passage of 
important Communist legislation. 
King is doing his best, but you arc 
having difficulty, for instance, get- 
ting that $100 billion. 

Suppose King were* violently re- 
moved? you ask yourself. You no 
longer need him — so suppose he 
were brutally murdered as part of 
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his next demonstration of dialectical 
materialism. That would be the ul- 
timate in “nonviolence.” With one 
30.06 bullet you could blame “white 
racism,” as usual, restore King’s 
reputation, further accustom Ameri- 
cans to martial law, pass your Com- 
munist legislation — and at the same 
time notify your troops around the 
country that “nonviolence” is dead, 
too, and should be replaced by guer- 
rilla warfare. 

So you call in your shooters and 
you order the hit. 

Observe the first results of the 
murder. Riots and looting raged for 
a week, making Americans of both 
races furious. Many feel great sym- 
pathy for the victim. And in New 
York, Nelson Rockefeller was able 
to ram through a $6 billion “urban 
renewal” program which lets the 
state intervene over the heads of the 
mayors. 

Rockefeller participated by the way 
in a memorial march for King, arm 
linked with Charles Kenyatta, head 
of Harlem’s Mau Mau Society — 
named for the Communist terrorists 
of Kenya. Whether or not Kenyatta 
is just another psycho, I don’t know, 
but he specializes in appearing in 
public with a machete on which a 
Bible has been impaled. 

In fact that's what he was carrying 
when Rockefeller took his arm. 

And in Washington, Johnson’s 
Communist housing bill was passed. 
When the Communists grabbed 
Russia, they naturally also grabbed 
housing, using the welfare of work- 
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ers as the excuse. They didn’t say 
they were doing it for black people, 
because no black people arc there. 
They said that everyone had the 
“right” to a certain living space, and 
moved those who had less in with 
those who had more. Remember that 
no black people were involved — 
everybody who was, was as white as 
the Governor of Mississippi — so those 
who resisted weren’t racists, were 
they? They resisted because the point 
as always was not to establish “racial 
justice,” but to control the popula- 
tion. And Party members and sym- 
pathizers naturally got the best. 

The same thing will now begin to 
happen here. 

This is why we must continue tell- 
ing the truth about Martin Luther 
King; not for revenge, or just to 
destroy a phony reputation, but be- 
cause of the use to which his murder 
— like that of John F. Kennedy — is 
being put. 

So who killed King? 

The fact that Ramsey Clark heads 
the investigation is suspicious enough. 
Anybody who believes Clark has any 
interest in truth should be sent im- 
mediately to me. I’m trying to sell 
the Brooklyn Bridge. And observe 
that his investigation already smells 
like last week’s mackerel. 

If and when Clark ever presents 
a suspect, you can bet we will be told 
that he is a “right-wing extremist.” 

So what should Americans do 
now ? 

1) Demand that we be told all the 
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facts and that the investigation con- 
tinue until King’s killers are found. 
Then we might as well also find out 
who killed Medgar Evers, blew up 
the four little black girls in that 
church in Birmingham in 1963, and 
helped Communist Oswald kill Ken- 
nedy. 

2) Refuse to be intimidated. King 
was almost entirely a creation of 
public relations — of a bunch of 
crooked reporters, most of them 
white. Like the barrage of publicity 
after the Kennedy assassination, the 
current propaganda is designed not 
only to advance Communism but to 
demoralize the opposition — to make 
Americans uncertain and guilty. In 
fact, on Long Island, for instance, 
hoodlums stoned automobiles whose 
drivers refused to turn on their 
headlights “for the King.” Needless 
to say, the growing number of Amer- 
icans of both colors aware of what 
King really was, and really was 
doing, will not be given coverage on 
CBS. You are not as alone as that 
lie net would have you think. 

3) Continue exactly as we have 
been — telling the truth — explaining 
that “free handouts” are nothing but 
the bait of dictators; that the trouble 
in this country isn’t caused by black 
people, but by the small band of 
criminals — most of them white— who 
have been framing them; and that 
the “civil rights movement,” which 
now has taken the life of Martin 
Luther King, was designed from 
the beginning to enslave us all. 

— Alan Stanc ■ ■ 
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